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Abstract
Team sport participation is highly prevalent for Canadian youth (Canadian Heritage,
2010; ParticipACTION, 2018). As such, it is important to understand how youth sport teams
develop and function as well as how team membership influences individual sport experiences.
Group cohesion (i.e., team unity) is an important aspect of group functioning that has been
proposed to be related to an athlete’s perceived commitment to his/her role (i.e., role
commitment; Benson et al., 2013). However, the majority of role related research is crosssectional and conducted with adult samples. Cross-sectional research limits the amount of
information researchers can obtain concerning the relationship between variables (Bosselut et al.,
2012) and results from adult-based literature are difficult to apply to the youth sport due to the
developmental differences between populations (Rubin et al., 2006).
The purpose of this study was to determine whether cohesion can predict the three bases
of role commitment (affective, normative, and continuance) in youth interdependent sport.
Athletes (N = 187, Mage = 15.5, SD = 1.4) on various sport teams were surveyed at two time
points throughout their seasons. Three hierarchical multiple regressions were conducted as the
main data analysis. Controlling for Time 1 perceptions of dependent variables, the results
revealed that perceptions of cohesion positively predicted both affective (overall model R2adj =
.48, F(2,183) = 3.93, p = .021) and normative (overall model R2adj = .38, F(2,183) = 5.91, p =
.003) perceptions of role commitment. Specifically, task cohesion at Time 1 was a significant
predictor of affective ( = .17; p < .01) and normative ( = .20; p < .01) perceptions of role
commitment at Time 2. These findings support previous literature that has purported a
relationship between cohesion and role commitment, and discussion is focused on the
importance of task cohesion for the development of individual role commitment perceptions.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
As of 2018, 75% of Canadian youth are participating in some form of organized sport
(ParticipACTION, 2018) and, of the top ten sports played by youth in Canada, five are
interdependent team activities; soccer (#1), ice hockey (#3), basketball (#4), baseball (#5),
volleyball (#6; Canadian Heritage, 2010). For athletes in interdependent sport, their experiences
are driven by team-focused perceptions, interactions, and performance. Given the prevalence of
youth interdependent sport, it is important to conduct research on these sport groups to
understand how they function and what makes them successful.
Youth sport has many potential physical and psychological health benefits (e.g., weight
control, reduced anxiety; Eime, Young, Harvey, Charity, & Payne, 2013; Fraser-Thomas & Coté,
2006). The benefits of sport also include a social component, especially in team sports. Joining
groups or teams aids in satisfying the innate desire for humans to “form and maintain at least a
minimum quantity of interpersonal relationships” throughout the lifespan, otherwise referred to
as the need to belong (Baumeister & Leary, 1995, p. 499). Consistent with this need, it is
suggested that when individuals form or join a group, they are hesitant to leave or disrupt it
(Baumeister & Leary, 1995). The need to belong can have implications in sport, for example,
participation in team sports could increase the likelihood of long-term adherence to physical
activity. Consequently, it is also important to understand how group interactions and perceptions
affect the sport experiences of youth athletes.
The study of group dynamics is a field of research concerned with the nature,
development, and interrelations of groups, which allows researchers to examine and understand
the complex behaviours of individuals within sport teams (Cartwright & Zander, 1968). The
present research aimed to examine two group dynamics variables, the first of which includes an
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important structural component of groups (i.e., roles) and, more specifically, role commitment.
Roles and role-related elements (e.g., role commitment) are suggested to be related to team
cohesion (Benson, Eys, Surya, Dawson, & Schneider, 2013; Eys, Beauchamp, & Bray, 2006;
Mellalieu & Juniper, 2006). However, there is no definitive understanding as to how they are
related or interact over time.
In an attempt to further understand the relationship between team cohesion and
perceptions regarding one’s role in sport, this study explored the relationship between the three
bases of role commitment and cohesion within youth interdependent sport. Improving our
understanding of concepts like role commitment and team cohesion can improve our ability to
predict and manipulate group or individual behaviour to reach desired outcomes in sport (i.e.,
increased youth sport participation; performance).
In the present chapter, there will be a review of literature pertaining to the following
subjects: (a) roles, (b) role transmission, (c) role elements, (d) role commitment, (e) correlates of
role commitment, (f) cohesion, (g) correlates of cohesion, (h) gaps in the current literature, and
(i) purpose.
1.1 Roles
Role theory. Roles are found in every social environment involving groups as they help
to create and maintain group structure (Carron & Eys, 2012). Role theory and the definition of
roles have evolved over time. The concept of roles originated in sociology as researchers
attempted to study family structure (e.g., mother and father roles) and differentiate roles from
related terms (e.g., position, status; Bates, 1956; Bates & Cloyd, 1956). Originally, roles were
defined as “a part of a social position consisting of more or less integrated or related sub-set of
social norms which is distinguishable from other sets of norms forming the same position”
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(Bates, 1956, p. 314). In summary, Bates suggested that a role constituted each of the different
responsibilities one was to uphold while in a particular position.
Role theory became of interest in organizational psychology when researchers began
applying it to better understand the experiences and perceptions of employees in their places of
work. Organizational psychologists molded the current definition of a role as “the set of
prescriptions defining what the behavior of a position member should be” (Biddle & Thomas,
1966, p. 29). The extensive role theory originally derived in organizational contexts has since
been successfully translated to sport contexts (e.g., Eys, Carron, Beauchamp, & Bray, 2005).
Types of roles. A substantial number of roles can be identified across organizational and
sport contexts (e.g., manager, CEO, factory worker, coach, starter, captain; Kahn, Wolfe, Quinn,
Snoek, & Rosenthal, 1964; Cope, Eys, Beauchamp, Schinke, & Bosselut, 2011). Two typologies
are proposed in organizational psychology to classify roles based on either function or formality
(Benson, Surya, & Eys, 2014). First, Slater (1955) proposed that the behaviours displayed by
individuals are differentiated from their group members based on their function; specifically,
roles can be separated by task and social-emotional functions. For example, in a sport context,
one hockey player on a team may be particularly focused on performing and less focused on the
social interactions of the group. In contrast, a second player may be intimidated by the idea of
performing in practices and games but is very inclined to organize team bonding events.
According to Slater (1955), the former would hold a task-specialist role while the latter would
have a more social-emotional role. Additionally, some roles can incorporate both task and social
components (e.g., captains and coaches).
Roles can also be categorized by formality (i.e., formal vs. informal; Mabry & Barnes,
1980). On one hand, formal roles are allocated by the group, organization, or team leader, and
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are often oriented toward tactical positions or status within the group (Mabry & Barnes, 1980;
e.g., a setter on a volleyball team). On the other hand, informal roles derive from interactions
among group members and are not formally prescribed (e.g., a team clown). Informal roles can
be positive (e.g., enthusiastic bench player) or negative (e.g., team cancer) depending on the
individual’s contribution to overall group functioning (Cope et al., 2011; Eys et al., 2006).
More recently, Benson and colleagues (2014) proposed a sport-specific typology for roles
that identifies four possible functions of roles on a sport team, regardless of formality, including
(a) specialized task-oriented roles, (b) auxiliary task-oriented roles, (c) social-oriented roles, and
(d) leadership roles. Specialized task-oriented roles are those that have a specific function in
relation to team tactics (e.g., penalty killer). Auxiliary task-oriented roles do not refer to specific
tactical responsibilities, but instead are supplementary roles that elevate overall team effort and
productivity (e.g., energizer). Social-oriented roles involve fostering and maintaining
relationships among team members (e.g., social convener; Benson et al., 2014). Finally,
leadership roles have both task and social elements with the purpose of bringing a team together
to pursue common objectives.
1.2 Role Transmission
The Role Episode model (REM; Eys et al., 2005; Kahn et al., 1964) represents the
communication process to transmit formal roles. The REM is a continuous five event cycle
executed by two actors; a role sender and a focal person (see Figure 1). Role senders are
responsible for communicating role-related responsibilities (e.g., coaches), whereas the focal
persons are the recipients of role-related information (e.g., athletes).
The REM, as applied in sport (Eys et al., 2005), begins with a coach developing a set of
expectations he/she would like the athlete to uphold while in a certain role on a team (event 1).
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Figure 1. A theoretical framework of factors influencing the transmission and reception of role
responsibilities. Note: Adapted by Eys et al. (2005, p. 385) from Kahn et al. (1964). Used with
permission from the publisher.
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These expectations are then communicated to an athlete, which creates role pressure (event 2).
The athlete then internally processes the role pressure (event 3) and responds (event 4). Finally,
the coach evaluates the athlete’s response (event 5). The cycle will begin again as the coach
adjusts his/her expectations given the evaluation of the athlete’s response.
Eys and colleagues (2005) suggest that there are three factors influencing the REM that
are related to (a) the role sender (e.g., how effective the communication is delivered), (b) the
focal person (e.g., the degree to which the athlete has a clear understanding of his/her
responsibilities), and (c) the situation (e.g., complexity of the sport). Overall, athletes’ responses
within the REM can have positive or negative consequences for an individual and his/her team,
and are multifaceted (Eys et al., 2006). The following section will briefly highlight the potential
affective, behavioural, and cognitive responses that athletes can exhibit relative to their role
expectations, leading to the variable of interest in the present study; role commitment.
1.3 Role Elements
Affective and behavioural role elements. There are three types of role elements that
correspond with affective, behavioural, or cognitive aspects of athlete responses to role pressures
(see Figure 2). For example, role satisfaction is an affective role element and is defined as “a
pleasurable emotional state resulting from one’s [role] as fulfilling or allowing the fulfillment of
one’s important [role] values” (Locke & Dunnette, 1976, p. 1342). As well, role performance is a
behavioural role element that represents the physical execution of one’s role responsibilities (Eys
et al., 2006).
Cognitive role elements. During role transmission, cognitive responses to one’s role
emerge that could have positive or negative effects for both the athlete and his/her team. Role
ambiguity, defined as a lack of clear, consistent information about one’s position, is the most
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extensively researched cognitive role element (Kahn et al., 1964). Increased perceptions of role
ambiguity have several consequences that can be detrimental at an individual and group level.
These consequences include decreased (a) self-efficacy (Beauchamp, Bray, Fielding, & Eys,
2005), (b) role satisfaction (Beauchamp & Bray, 2001), (c) role performance for athletes
(Beauchamp, Bray, Eys, & Carron, 2002), and (d) decreased cohesion for teams (Eys & Carron,
2001). Further, when role ambiguity is low, self-efficacy and role efficacy are improved
(Beauchamp, Bray, Eys, & Carron, 2003; Bray & Brawley, 2002).
Role conflict is a second role element (Eys et al., 2006), which develops when there are
contradictory role expectations for an athlete, and can lead psychological conflict (Kahn et al.,
1964). There are a number of types of role conflict. First, inter-role conflict occurs when an
athlete holds two different roles and has trouble balancing them (e.g., when an athlete is also a
student and the two roles contend due to time commitment constraints). Second, there is intrarole conflict, which can unfold a number of ways (Kahn et al., 1964). Person-role conflict occurs
when an athlete is asked to fulfill a role that does not align with his/her values (e.g., asked to be
an aggressive player in sport when one is not inclined to be aggressive). Intra-sender conflict is
when a single role sender (e.g., coach) develops several expectations for an athlete that are
incongruent (e.g., wants a basketball player to take open shots, but also wants the same athlete to
pass the ball on offense until the last 10 seconds of possession). Finally, inter-sender conflict
occurs when two or more role senders (e.g., head coach and parent) have different expectations
regarding the same role for an athlete.
Role conflict is associated with several negative individual and group level outcomes.
Athletes experiencing person-role and/or inter-role conflict have been shown to have a decreased
sense of self- and role-efficacy and are more prone to burnout (Beauchamp & Bray, 2001;
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Figure 2. The role elements as listed in Carron & Eys (2012). For full definitions please refer to
the glossary (p. 62). Used with permission from the publisher.
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Biddle, 1979; Kahn et al., 1964). Overall, both role ambiguity and role conflict can create
negative experiences that can have detrimental effects for individuals and groups.
Role efficacy is a third cognitive role element that refers to an athlete’s perceptions of
his/her capabilities to successfully execute his/her role responsibilities (Bray, Brawley, &
Carron, 2002). There are a number of positive outcomes associated with high perceptions of role
efficacy. For instance, greater role efficacy is associated with increased effort and confidence
(Bandura, 1986; Bray & Brawley, 2002). As a result of increased confidence in their abilities,
athletes can experience improved role, and ultimately team, performance (Bray, Balaguer, &
Duda, 2004; Bray et al., 2002).
Role commitment is the last cognitive role element to be discussed and was the focus of
this research. The following section defines and conceptualizes this concept is greater detail.
1.4 Role Commitment
Role commitment is the main variable of interest in the study and is defined “as a
dynamic and volitional psychological bond reflected in the dedication to and responsibility for
one’s role” (Eys, Beauchamp, Godfrey, Dawson, Loughead, & Schinke, 2019, p. 9). In the
following section, there will be a discussion on the commitment literature that was vital for the
understanding of role commitment in sport. There will also be a brief description of the
conceptualization of role commitment prior to the explanation of the proposed framework for
role commitment in sport (Eys et al., 2019) that served as the theoretical foundation of the study.
Commitment. Commitment is an important construct in both organizational and sport
psychology as researchers attempt to limit employee turnover in business and improve athlete
adherence to sport (Allen & Meyer, 1990; Jackson, Gucciardi, & Dimmock, 2014). In attempting
to explore the conceptualization and correlates of commitment, two unique conceptualizations of
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commitment emerged in organizational psychology. The first of the two theories is the threecomponent conceptualization of commitment, which was developed to test the hypothetical links
between commitment and specific individual outcomes (e.g., attendance and effort; Allen &
Meyer, 1990; Meyer, Stanley, Herscovitch, & Topolnytsky, 2002). Affective, normative, and
continuance commitment are the three conceptually distinct components in this model that are
proposed to constitute commitment (Meyer & Allen, 1991; Meyer et al., 2002).
Affective commitment occurs when an individual commits to his/her organization
because of an affective attachment to, and/or identification with, that organization (i.e., he/she
wants to). Normative commitment is commitment of an employee to his/her organization due to
feelings of social or moral obligation (i.e., he/she ought to). Finally, continuance commitment
occurs when an employee may not want to commit to an organization, but does so because the
perceived costs of leaving are too great (i.e., he/she needs to). Meyer, Allen, and Smith (1993)
noted that conceptualizing commitment as a multidimensional construct provides the opportunity
for a more complete understanding of an individual’s relationship towards his/her organization.
The three components of commitment are not mutually exclusive; an individual can
experience all three components to varying degrees, which combine to create an overall
perception of commitment that is referred to as his/her “commitment profile” (Meyer & Allen,
1991). To elaborate, if an employee commits to her job because she enjoys it, her commitment
profile would likely have high affective scores, low normative scores, and low continuance
scores. Alternatively, an individual who commits to their job because they do not think they
could get another with the same benefits would likely have high continuance scores, low
affective scores, and low normative scores. Essentially, the three components of commitment in
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the profiles provide insight into important underlying motivations for employee commitment that
have important outcomes.
All three components of commitment have shown to be related to turnover rates in
organizations; however, its proposed that an individual’s commitment profile relates to his/her
other work-related behaviors (e.g., attendance and role performance; Meyer et al., 2002). For
example, in organizational psychology, employees who held high perceptions of affective and
normative commitment in their profiles put more effort into their work performance and went
beyond their job requirements compared to those with dominant perceptions of continuance
commitment in their profiles (Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002). Given the similarities between
organizational groups and sport teams, as well as the previous comparisons made between
contexts (e.g., Eys et a., 2005), similar trends should be expected in the sport context.
The second theory of commitment is a more straightforward approach to measuring and
evaluating commitment. The target-free approach to conceptualizing commitment is based on the
understanding that commitment has the same meaning and unfolds similarly across all situations
and contexts and, therefore, should not have to be adjusted for every situation (Klein, Molloy, &
Brinsfield, 2012). As well, given the complex and sometimes inconsistent factor structure of the
three-component model, some researchers decided to simply be direct in evaluating one’s degree
of commitment (Klein, Cooper, Molloy, & Swanson, 2014). From this conceptualization, a
unidimensional four item commitment measure was created to evaluate commitment in any
context. Both the target-free approach and the three-component model of commitment are still
used in commitment research, and Eys and colleagues (2019) incorporated both into their
proposed theoretical framework for role commitment in sport.
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Conceptualization of role commitment in sport. Role commitment is a dynamic
cognition that can change over time (i.e., within or between sport seasons) due to a number of
potential variables (e.g., team tenure, playing time, changing role expectations; Benson et al.,
2013; Eys et al., 2005; Eys et al., 2019). It is also proposed that role commitment is an
individual-level perception that is unique to the individual and socially constructed (Eys et al.,
2019). As such, athletes hold their own motivations, attitudes, and expectations that help to
determine if they will ultimately commit to their roles. Finally, consistent with the work of Klein
and colleagues (2012, 2014) discussed above, Eys and colleagues propose that role commitment
itself is unidimensional.
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Figure 3. Theoretical framework for role commitment in sport (Eys et al., 2019). Used with
permission from the author.
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In addition to the above, Eys and colleagues (2019) incorporated the term role acceptance
into their conceptualization of role commitment to address the overlap of these important terms
that are used concurrently to represent a similar construct. To elaborate, if the degree to which an
individual can commit to his/her role was represented as a continuum (i.e., measured from no
commitment to complete commitment), Eys and colleagues suggest that role acceptance would
represent a decisional midpoint when an athlete cognitively commits (or does not commit) to
his/her role (i.e., the tolerance to execute his/her role responsibilities).
When designing the conceptual framework of role commitment, Eys and colleagues
(2019) saw importance in both the target free approach to conceptualizing commitment, and the
three-component conceptualization of commitment. Therefore, both approaches were integrated
into the theoretical framework for role commitment in sport. In the section to follow, the
proposed conceptual framework of role commitment, essential to the study, is explained in detail
(see Figure 3).
Theoretical framework for role commitment in sport. The role commitment in sport
framework begins with three bases of commitment and ends with a number of potential
behavioural (e.g., role performance), cognitive (e.g., intentions to return), and affective outcomes
(e.g., role satisfaction; Eys et al., 2019). The three bases of commitment are identical to those of
the three-component conceptualization (Allen & Meyer, 1990); however, the bases are not
subcomponents of commitment. Instead, the three bases of commitment are conceptualized as
antecedents (i.e., ancillary mindsets) of role commitment that influence an athlete’s degree of
commitment to his/her role (Eys et al., 2019). The three bases are affective (...want to),
normative (...ought to), and continuance (...have to) perceptions of role responsibilities.
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Ideally, once an athlete commits to his/her role, this should lead to outcomes such as
cognitive intentions to return (Eys et al., 2019). However, the way in which these outcomes
unfold can be influenced (i.e., moderated) by other variables. Eys and colleagues suggest two
specific moderating variables that can influence the role commitment-outcome relationship;
ability and availability/opportunity. An example of ability moderating the role commitment-role
performance relationship would be if a basketball player is expected to dribble the ball up the
floor, but does not possess the skill to dribble successfully around defenders. The athlete would
have difficulties to meeting role expectations, hindering role performance, despite having a
strong commitment to his/her role responsibilities. An instance of availability/opportunity
moderating role performance would be if the basketball player above is expected to be a strong
substitute for his team’s starting point guard. If this player is given ample time to run the plays at
game-like intensity in practice, it is likely that he would have no problems performing and
meeting his role expectations as he would be highly prepared for his role.
1.5 Correlates of Role Commitment1
Consequences. The consequences of role commitment can vary depending on a variety
of circumstances. It is suggested that an athlete’s decision to commit to his/her role may translate
to direct consequences for both individual and group functioning (Mellalieu & Juniper, 2006).
For instance, qualitative evidence suggests that when athletes commit to their roles, team
climate, cohesion, and team performance may improve (Benson et al., 2013). Further, Eys and
colleagues (2019) found that role commitment influences athlete intentions to return to sport.
Role commitment is also important for increasing team effectiveness, as some suggest that a

1

Many of the potential correlates of role commitment in this section are derived from the role acceptance literature.
This is consistent with the work of Eys and colleagues (2019) who use role commitment as an umbrella term under
which role acceptance is included.
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team’s degree of commitment to their individual roles and the attempt of all to fulfill their role
responsibilities, regardless of the roles, is imperative for group functioning (Carron & Eys,
2012).
When athletes fail to commit to their roles, the consequences for their teams are mostly
negative. From a team perspective, athletes failing to commit to their roles could be a violation
of group norms, and cause frequent interpersonal conflict (Benson et al., 2013). Such
consequences can be detrimental to team effectiveness and cohesion (Eys et al., 2006). From an
individual perspective, athletes who do not commit to their roles might be more prone to
experience decreased performance, lack of engagement, and drop out (Benson et al., 2013).
Ultimately, athletes failing to commit to their roles has the potential to create negative sport
experiences.
Antecedents. Antecedents of role commitment can be found on both an individual and
group level. On an individual level, antecedents can relate to an individual’s role perceptions or
other role elements (e.g., perceived role significance and role satisfaction; Benson et al., 2013).
Meaning that if an athlete perceives her role as significant and is happy with her given role (role
satisfaction), then she will be more likely to commit to that role. It has also been purported that
athletes who hold more positive perceptions of their coaches and have longer team tenure will be
more likely to commit to their roles. For example, a fourth-year varsity basketball player who
has positive perceptions of his coach may be much more inclined to commit to a role than a firstyear player who does not think as highly of his coach (Weinberg & Gould, 2011). On a group
level, if intra-team communication is effective there is a greater chance of an athlete committing
to his/her role (Benson et al., 2013). Finally, it has been suggested that cohesion is not only a
consequence of role commitment, but also an antecedent (Benson et al., 2013; Bray et al., 2002).
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For example, if an individual perceives his/her team as more cohesive, there is an increased
likelihood of commitment to role pressures.
Cohesion is perhaps the most widely examined concept in group dynamics (Benson et al.,
2013). It has been proposed that the more cohesive a group, the more control the group has on its
members, a concept that is critical to understand as it could potentially relate to the of
perceptions regarding one’s commitment to his/her role (Carron & Eys, 2012). With its known
influence on other role elements (e.g., role ambiguity, role efficacy; Eys & Carron, 2001;
Prapavessis & Carron, 1997), it is important to understand how cohesion interacts with role
commitment. For this reason, cohesion was the other key concept in the study. The subsequent
sections of this literature review will describe cohesion, its conceptual framework, and its
correlates in detail.
1.6 Cohesion
Definition and conceptualization. Cohesion is defined as an emergent state “reflected in
the tendency for a group to stick together and remain united in pursuit of its instrumental
objectives and/or for the satisfaction of member affective needs” (Carron, Brawley, &
Widmeyer, 1998, p. 213). At the youth level, which was under examination in this study,
cohesion is proposed to have two dimensions (Eys, Loughead, Bray, & Carron, 2009b). First,
task cohesion is related to individuals’ perceptions of the group’s unity regarding tactical skills,
team performance, and the pursuit of a team’s goals. Second, social cohesion consists of
perceptions that stem from social interactions among teammates within and outside of the sport
environment (Carron, Widmeyer, & Brawley, 1985).
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1.7 Correlates of Cohesion
Consequences. Team cohesion is often mentioned in the literature as a distinctive
characteristic of successful teams (Carron, Shapcott, & Burke, 2007). There are a multitude of
positive consequences associated with cohesion. For example, increased perceptions of cohesion
are shown to influence adherence of athletes to their teams (Carron & Eys, 2012; Carron,
Widmeyer, & Brawley, 1988). Researchers demonstrated how cohesion can influence aspects of
adherence behaviour beyond simply decreasing dropout rates (Prapavessis & Carron, 1997), as
higher perceptions of cohesion potentially limit athlete lateness and absenteeism, while
increasing effort and resilience (Carron et al., 1988).
Although cohesion can influence an individual’s behaviour within a group, it can also
have a significant influence on his/her cognitions. An example of a cognition influenced by
cohesion is collective efficacy, defined as “a sense of collective competence shared among
individuals when allocating, coordinating, and integrating their resources in a successful
concerted response to specific situational demands” (Zaccaro, Blair, Peterson, & Zazanis, 1995,
p. 309). Specifically, task cohesion has a substantial positive influence on collective efficacy, as
being able to work as a unit to perform tasks on the playing field is critical for developing a
team’s collective confidence (Leo, González-Ponce, Sánchez-Miguel, Ivarsson, & García-Calvo,
2015). Therefore, teams with higher task cohesion will demonstrate greater belief in their
abilities to execute skills and reach their goals over those teams with lesser perceptions of task
cohesion.
As a final example, enhanced team performance is the consequence of cohesion that has
peaked the most interest in research (Carron, Bray, & Eys, 2002; Carron, Colman, Wheeler, &
Stevens, 2002; Leo et al., 2015). Researchers suggest that outcomes at the individual (e.g.,
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adherence), and group level (e.g., collective efficacy) mediate the relationship between cohesion
and performance (Carron et al., 2002; Eys et al., 2015). For example, if there are high
perceptions of cohesion within a team, members should have greater adherence to practice and
increased sense of collective efficacy, ultimately leading to improved team performance.
1.8 Gaps in the literature
Our understanding of roles, role elements, cohesion, and the effects these constructs have
on athlete sport experience and team functioning has expanded considerably in the last 60 years.
However, there are still many variables yet to be addressed that could have important theoretical
and practical implications for group dynamics experts. In the subsequent paragraphs, three
shortcomings that have been observed in the existing literature pertaining to the potentially
reciprocal relationship between role commitment and cohesion, the lack of youth sport research,
and the need for longitudinal research will be explained as well as how these gaps were
considered in the development of the current study.
Role commitment and team cohesion. Both role commitment and team cohesion have
been proposed to positively impact sport experience and adherence to sport (Benson, Šiška, Eys,
Priklerová, & Slepička, 2016; Eys et al., 2019). As well, there is reason to believe that there is a
reciprocal relationship between the two constructs (Benson et al., 2013; Eys et al., 2019), yet the
nature of the relationship between cohesion and role commitment is uncertain. In order to further
understand how these two concepts may influence one another, it would be logical to look at the
relationship in greater detail. However, the framework for role commitment in sport is complex,
so a strategic first step is to examine one direction of the cohesion- role commitment
relationship. Specifically, to examine how cohesion relates to the first section of the role
commitment framework (i.e., bases of role commitment).
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Youth sport. A large majority of research that has examined group dynamics in sport has
been conducted with adult samples. Consequently, most of the role-related literature used in the
present chapter is based on adult and intercollegiate athlete populations (e.g., Benson et al.,
2013; Leo et al., 2015). Due to the social, emotional, and cognitive developmental differences
between adults and youth (Rubin, Bukowski, & Parker, 2006), researchers suggest that concepts
and ideas regarding group dynamics constructs (e.g., cohesion) derived from adult populations
should not be projected onto youth sport contexts (Eys & Brawley, 2018). The differences
between adult and youth athletes could influence group formation and peer interactions that
could, in turn, influence the development and emergence of role elements in sport (Eys et al.,
2005). For example, adults and university athletes do not necessarily encounter the same
influences as youth athletes when developing role expectations. More specifically, parents are
salient to youth sport participation and parents may actually influence the way that children
perceive their roles (Fredericks & Eccles, 2004; Godfrey & Eys, 2019; Keegan, Harwood, Spray,
& Lavallee, 2009). Given this information, there is a call for exploration of group dynamics
concepts at the youth level (Benson et al., 2016; Eys & Brawley, 2018).
Longitudinal research. Cross-sectional research is helpful when attempting to identify
correlations between concepts; however, there is a current demand for longitudinal research in
order to examine group dynamics concepts over time (Eys & Brawley, 2018; Santoro, Dixon,
Chang, & Kozlowski, 2015). In the present study, a two time point approach was taken to
examine the relationship between cohesion and the three bases of role commitment as a first step
in moving beyond the pitfalls of the current cross-sectional research (e.g., Beauchamp & Bray,
2001; Benson et al., 2013; Carron, 1982). This approach provides information regarding the
nature of team development in youth sport, as well as the stability of group dynamics constructs
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(e.g., cohesion, roles) over the course of a sport season. Researchers propose a number of
potential models for group development over time (Arrow, Poole, Henry, Wheelan, & Moreland,
2004). Generally, models of group development imply that concepts like roles and cohesion will
develop prominently in the earlier parts of a team’s time together (Bales, 1955). It is further
proposed that for the remainder of a team’s lifespan there would be minor fluctuations in role
expectations and perceptions of cohesion but to a lesser degree than in the early stages. Using a
two time point approach in the present research is an important first step toward collecting
evidence to either support or challenge these theories.
Summary. Several studies have recommended further examination of the relationship
between role commitment and cohesion (e.g., Benson et al., 2013, Benson et al., 2016; Eys et al.,
2019). Team cohesion is an important variable that has implications for both individual and
group outcomes, some of which include improved performance, collective efficacy, and athlete
adherence to sport (Carron & Eys, 2012). Role commitment is one of many cognitive role
elements that can emerge from the role transmission process and is instrumental to effective team
functioning. After examining the existing group dynamics literature, it can be suggested there is
some uncertainty concerning the nature of the relationship between role commitment and team
cohesion (Benson et al., 2013; Eys et al., 2006; Leo et al., 2015). Further, youth are underinvestigated in group dynamics research (Eys & Brawley, 2018). This could pose an issue as
roles and other group related concepts may vary depending on differences between adult and
youth populations (Rubin et al., 2006). Finally, there is a need for longitudinal research to
compliment and expand on cross-sectional findings to better understanding the nature and
development of sports teams (Santoro et al., 2015).
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1.9 Purpose
To address the gaps in the current literature, the purpose of the study was to examine the
relationship between cohesion and the three bases of role commitment in interdependent youth
sport teams. More specifically, the research question examined was: Can cohesion predict the
three bases of role commitment?
Hypotheses. It has been proposed that cohesion is critical in shaping individual outcomes
in group dynamics (Benson et al., 2013; Jackson et al., 2014). Specifically, researchers suggest
that an individual’s perception of cohesion can directly affect the perceptions he/she holds about
the meaningfulness of his/her role and its associated responsibilities (Bosselut, McLaren, Eys, &
Heuzé, 2012). Although there is evidence to suggest that cohesion may influence select bases of
commitment (Eys et al., 2019), there were no a priori hypotheses concerning the specific
dimensions of cohesion (task vs. social cohesion). The present research proposed two hypotheses
for the affective and normative bases of commitment. First, Meyer and Allen (1991) found that
increased perceptions of peer cohesion in the workplace were strong predictors of affective
perceptions of commitment. As a result:
Hypothesis 1: Cohesion will positively predict the affective basis of role commitment.
Second, previous work in group dynamics has identified a reciprocal relationship
between cohesion and group norms. In short, the more cohesive a team is, the greater pressure it
places on its members to follow group norms (Carron & Eys, 2012). Therefore, as increased
perceptions of cohesion lead to the internalization of norms, the more likely an athlete will feel a
strong sense of obligation to continue to comply with new norms and role pressures. Therefore:
Hypothesis 2: Cohesion will positively predict the normative basis of role commitment.

ROLE COMMITMENT AND TEAM COHESION

23

Finally, previous organizational and sport literature does not identify a relationship
between continuance perceptions of role commitment and cohesion while researchers
consistently found no relationship to exist between team cohesion and perceptions of
continuance commitment (Allen & Meyer, 1990; Jackson et al., 2014). As such, there were no a
priori hypotheses made for the continuance basis of role commitment. However, the construct
was still included in the study for exploratory purposes.
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Chapter 2: Method
2.1 Participants
The sample consisted of athletes, 12-19 years of age, who were participating in
competitive interdependent team sports at the time of the study. The target age range was
consistent with that used in the development of the Youth Sport Environment Questionnaire
(Eys, Loughead, Bray, & Carron, 2009a; employed in this study and discussed later in the
chapter). Twelve was chosen as the lower age limit because at this age youth begin to compare
their abilities and success against their peers, and they begin to understand the importance of
effort, practice, and skill, demonstrating an increased attention to the processes involved in
winning (Fraser-Thomas & Côté, 2006). Further, 19 years of age was chosen as the upper limit
for participants because it is proposed as a time of transition for individuals between “youth” and
the “emergent adult” demographic (Arnett, 2000).
Participants were taking part in interdependent team sport(s) at the time of the study. The
rationale for using interdependent sports was that in social environments with high levels of task
interdependence (e.g., team sports), the concepts of interest (bases of role commitment and team
cohesion) are more likely to be more relevant (Johnson & Johnson, 2005).
The statistical power analysis program, G* Power (Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, & Buchner,
2007) was used to determine the target sample size. Assuming an effect size of .2, alpha of .05,
and power value of .80, a sample size of 68 was suggested. However, the study aimed for 200
participants to ensure there was sufficient power regardless of issues concerning attrition and
invalidated questionnaires, as well as to err on the side of caution due to limited information on
relevant effect sizes in role literature. Previous research conducted on other cognitive role
elements (e.g., role ambiguity) found moderate effect sizes in regression-based studies (e.g., Eys,
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Carron, Bray, & Beauchamp, 2003). Small, medium, and large effect sizes are .2, .5, and .8,
respectively, for multiple regression analyses (Cohen, 1988). By taking a conservative approach
to data collection and acquiring greater sample sizes, there was a decreased likelihood of
committing a type II error.
Upon completing data collection, 281 athletes filled out at least one of two questionnaire
packages (264 Time 1, 203 Time 2), the attrition rate of participants from Time 1 to Time 2 was
29.1%. The final analysis consisted of the data from 187 athletes who responded to the survey at
both time points (84 males, 103 females). These individuals represented 27 teams competing in
five interdependent sports including soccer (n = 54), hockey (n = 40), basketball (n = 52),
ringette (n = 21), and volleyball (n = 20). Demographic information was collected concerning
age (M = 15.53, SD = 1.44, Range = 12-19), years of experience in respective sport (M = 8.61,
SD = 3.14, Range 1-15), years playing recreation and competitive sport (M = 9.40, SD = 3.03,
Range 1-15), club tenure (M = 4.33, SD = 3.06, Range .5-13), and number of games played so far
in the season (M = 14.51, SD = 10.91, Range 0-42 for T1; M = 21.24, SD = 13.12, Range 1-47
for T2). Athletes also reported their playing status by identifying as either a starting player (n =
130), a regular substitute (n = 49), dressing to play (n = 3), a red shirt (n = 2) or as injured (n =
1).
2.2 Measures
To examine the relationship between cohesion and the bases of role commitment, a
questionnaire package was created consisting of three measures. Included in the questionnaire
package was a brief demographic questionnaire, the Youth Sport Environment Questionnaire,
and the Role Commitment Survey for Sport.
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Demographic Information. The first page of every questionnaire package had several
basic demographic questions. Athletes disclosed their age, sport, position, years of experience in
selected sport, years of experience in competitive and recreational sports, club tenure, number of
games currently played in the season, and playing status (see Appendix A: Demographic
Questionnaire). This information was gathered to aid in identifying or explaining any anomalies
or trends in the results. For example, Benson and colleagues (2014) identified that demographic
variables such as team tenure and status of athletes can influence the way intercollegiate athletes
report their roles. No identifying information was collected to ensure anonymity; however, there
were instructions for athletes to create a unique identifier so that the Time 1 and Time 2 entries
could be matched for each participant.
Cohesion. The Youth Sport Environment Questionnaire (YSEQ; Eys et al., 2009a) is a
measure designed to assess youth athletes’ perceptions of team cohesion (see Appendix B: Youth
Sport Environment Questionnaire). The YSEQ was chosen for the present study as it was
specifically created to measure perceptions of cohesion in youth athletes. The YSEQ is
comprised of 18 items in total, measured on a 9-point Likert-type scale. Eight items measure
individuals’ perceptions of task cohesion. An example item being “As a team, we are united”.
Another eight items assess perceptions of social cohesion. For example, “I spend time with my
teammates”. As well, two spurious negative items were added to the measure as attention checks,
but were not included in the analysis (Eys et al., 2009a).
The internal reliability, factorial validity, content validity, and readability of the YSEQ
were tested during its development. The internal reliability for both task and social cohesion
were high (Cronbach alphas .89 and .94 respectively; Cronbach, 1951; Eys et al., 2009a). Eys
and colleagues had the content of the measure examined and supported by focus groups
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containing experts in the field of group dynamics as well as a sample of the target population
(youth athletes ages 12-17). The reliability and validity testing of responses to the YSEQ have
been sustained over time supporting notions that this is a psychometrically sound measure
(Bosselut et al., 2012; Benson et al., 2016). The previously mentioned findings are further
supported by the current study as the two dimensions of the measure demonstrated high internal
consistency supported by Cronbach’s (1951) alpha values of .91 and .92 for Time 1 and .93 and
.94 for Time 2 for task cohesion and social cohesion, respectively. These values are well over the
suggested threshold for adequate internal consistency (.70; Vaughn, Lee, & Kamata, 2012).
Role commitment. The Role Commitment Survey for Sport (RCS2) is based on the
proposed framework for role commitment in sport (Eys et al., 2019). The RCS2 is a two-part
measure; part one is concerned with the measurement of perceptions related to the three bases of
commitment. The second part measures an athlete’s general perceptions of commitment to
his/her role on the team, and was not included in the study as it was not pertinent to the purpose
of the research.
As with the YSEQ, the RCS2 was initially tested to ensure it was psychometrically sound.
Feedback via focus groups of athletes and experts in group dynamics, as well as responses from
samples from a variety of ages, were used to consider content validity (Eys et al., 2019). The
factor structure of the questionnaire was supported over two independent samples and internal
reliability was adequate for all dimensions (Cronbach’s alpha >.80; Cronbach, 1951).
The first part of the RCS2 has thirteen statements measured on a 7-point Likert-type scale
ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) used to assess the three bases of
commitment (see Appendix C: Role Commitment Survey for Sport, Part A). Of the thirteen
items, five assess affective perceptions, five assess normative perceptions, and the remaining
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three items assess continuance perceptions. An example item for each of the three bases are as
followed “I am enthusiastic about my role” (affective), “My team deserves my loyalty”
(normative), and “Attempting to change my role would cause problems for my team”
(continuance; Eys et al., 2019). In the present study, these subscales demonstrated adequate
internal consistency with Cronbach’s alpha values of .83, .78, and .71 at Time 1 and .91, .85, and
.83 at Time 2 for affective, normative, and continuance bases of commitment, respectively.
2.3 Procedure
With the approval of Wilfrid Laurier University’s Research Ethics Board (REB Project
#5692, Appendix E: REB Approval)2, participants were recruited through convenience sampling
from youth sports organizations across Ontario. Representatives from the board of directors of
each of the youth sport organizations were contacted and, with their permission, coaches were
subsequently contacted via email and telephone. All contact information used was obtained from
youth sport organization websites that are available to the general public. A letter of information
about the study was included in all initial emails to board members and coaches (Appendix F:
Recruitment Email). If initial communications were over the phone, a follow up email containing
the letter was delivered immediately after the conversation. Once coaches agreed to participate in
the study, team meetings were organized either before or after practices so to be convenient for
coaches and athletes. Doing so also minimized competition-specific responses (Spink, Nickel,
Wilson, & Odnokon, 2005).
At the team meetings, the researcher and the study were introduced to the athletes
(Appendix G: Oral Script). Any participants under the age of sixteen were given informed

2

Data were collected as part of a larger collection strategy incorporating two projects to reduce
organization/participant contacts and burden. This is why the primary researcher on the ethics approval is Michael
Godfrey. All data reported in this study are unique and are not contained in any other article, thesis, or dissertation.
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consent forms that needed to be signed by a parent/guardian before the athletes were allowed to
participate (Appendix H: Letter of Informed Consent). Athletes ages 16 and over filled out their
own informed consent forms without parental consent. The letter of informed consent included
details about the study, the risks and benefits of participating, the rights of the participants (e.g.,
confidentiality, the right to withdraw without consequence), and contact information of the
researchers as well as the members of the REB. There was also the option to provide an email
address if participants or their parents wanted to be informed of study results.
Once consent was obtained from those willing to participate, athletes filled out the
questionnaire packages containing the demographic questionnaire, the YSEQ, and the RCS2.
Questionnaire packages were randomized to reduce the potential for method bias (MacKenzie &
Podsakoff, 2012). All athletes filled out their surveys at the same time to keep them from sharing
their answers with their peers and assisting in ensuring the independence of observations. Those
athletes who did not have consent or did not want to participate were given a questionnaire
package to look over, or went to warm up/cool-down as to prevent feelings of exclusion from
deciding not to participate.
Data collection occurred at two different time points to minimize common method bias
and provide a conservative approach to examining the hypothesized predictions. The latter
approach was completed by means of controlling dependent variables at Time 1 in an attempt to
explore independent variables at Time 1 predicting dependent variables at Time 2. The second
data collection, which occurred approximately one month after Time 1 (M = 27.20 days, SD =
9.05 days), was arranged with the coach either via email or telephone. At the second meeting, if
there were athletes who did not complete Time 1, they were given the option to sign the consent
form and fill out a survey package though they were not included in the analysis. Returning
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participants were reminded of the details of the study and questionnaire packages were
distributed to be filled out.
2.4 Data Analysis
Preliminary analyses. Upon completion of data collection, the questionnaire packages
for each team at Time 1 were matched up with their Time 2 counterparts using the unique
participant identifiers. All data were entered into a spreadsheet in SPSS. Any missing items were
inputted as ‘999’. Once all data were inputted, two researchers not involved in data collection or
data input completed data checks for a collective 20% of the questionnaire packages to search for
errors. The data checks revealed an error rate of 0.44%.
Next, frequency tables and descriptive statistics were examined for all variables in search
of anomalies. Furthermore, the ranges for each variable were checked to ensure there were no
obvious errors in the entire dataset (i.e., age 12-19, 1-7 for RCS2 part A, and 1-9 for YSEQ).
Subscales were then created by calculating the means for the RCS2 and YSEQ. Once subscales
were created, missing values were addressed. Of the 187 athletes included in the analysis, 39 of
them missed a total of 74 items including 30 items from the RCS2 (12 at Time 1 and 18 at Time
2) and 44 items from the YSEQ (31 at Time 1 and 13 at Time 2). To address missing items,
mean imputation was used as it is a suitable and conservative method of item replacement when
a small portion of data are missing (Field, 2009). Generally, if one or more items were missing
from a particular subscale, then a score was created using the mean of the other item scores for
that subscale (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). For example, if one athlete missed an item for the
affective basis subscale at Time 1, and the athlete’s values for the other items of that subscale
were 5, 5, 4, and 6, the missing value was replaced with 5 (the average of the four scores).
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Replacing the missing values with the computed scores allowed for all the subscale totals to be
used in the rest of the analysis.
Reliability testing was completed for each variable of interest (i.e., affective, normative,
continuance bases of commitment; task and social cohesion) prior to the main data analysis. The
relevant internal consistency values are included in the measures section and were deemed
acceptable.
As previously noted, the attrition rate of participants from Time 1 to Time 2 was 29.1%.
Two MANOVA were carried out to check for potentially important differences in perceptions of
independent and dependent variables between the sample who participated at both time points
(group 1) and those who only completed Time 1 (group 2). The first multivariate analysis
compared scores of the dependent variables (i.e., the three bases of role commitment) between
the two groups. The first MANOVA revealed no significant differences in perceptions of the
bases of role commitment between those who adhered to the study and those who did not
F(4,258) = 2.125, p = .078; Pillai’s Trace = .032, partial η2 = .032. The second multivariate
analysis examined differences in perceptions of the independent variables (i.e., task and social
cohesion) between group 1 and group 2. The second MANOVA revealed a statistically
significant result, F(2,261) = 3.786, p = .024; Pillai’s Trace = .028, partial η2 = .028.
Specifically, social cohesion perceptions were significantly different between group 1 (M = 7.0)
and group 2 (M = 6.4), F(1,263) = 6.645, p = .010, partial η2 = .025. The implications of this
finding will be addressed in the discussion section.
To address the research question and hypotheses of the study, three hierarchical multiple
regressions were conducted using the forced entry (i.e., enter) method. Forced entry method
allows the researcher to input all predictor variables of interest into a model simultaneously in
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order to examine how each predictor variable contributes to the overall model (Mundry & Nunn,
2008). Preliminary assumption checks were completed prior to executing the regressions.
Assumptions were met for independence of observations, multicollinearity, variance,
homoscedasticity, and independence of errors. However, the data were not normally distributed
as the scores for all variables were negatively skewed. To support the notion that the violated
assumptions were not problematic for the analysis, 95% bootstrap confidence intervals for the
unstandardized regression coefficients were reported for each predictor3. Bootstrapping is a
robust method used to correct problems in data that is not reliant on the previously mentioned
assumptions (Field, 2018).
With all assumptions met, three hierarchical multiple regressions were run for the sample
(N = 187). Each regression was executed in two steps. In step 1, the dependent variable at Time 2
(e.g., affective bases of commitment) was used as the outcome variable while its counterpart at
Time 1 was placed in the model as the independent variable (i.e., model one). In step 2, the
independent variables of interest at Time 1 (e.g., task and social cohesion) were inserted using
forced entry method to discern if they could significantly predict the outcome variable. This was
represented as model 2, which also retained the independent variable from model 1.

3

In the present study, 5000 bootstrap samples were used to create the parameter estimates that were relatively close
to the regression coefficients generated without bootstrapping. The unstandardized regression coefficients are
available along with the bootstrapped 95% confidence intervals in Table 3.
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Chapter 3: Results
3.1 Descriptive Statistics
The descriptive statistics (i.e., means, standard deviations, and Cronbach’s alpha values)
for the variables of interest are listed in Table 1 along with bivariate correlations for the
subscales at both Time 1 and Time 2 respectively for the sample. Table 2 contains the bivariate
correlations for subscales across Time 1 and Time 2.
In relation to the bivariate correlations, each variable of interest at Time 1 is significantly
correlated to its corresponding Time 2 perception. All Pearson correlation values were moderate
to strong ranging from r = .60 to r = .81. Tables 1 and 2 demonstrate the significant low to
moderate correlations between affective and normative perceptions of commitment, and both
cohesion dimensions, Pearson coefficient values ranging from r = .24 to r = .50. Alternatively,
continuance perceptions were not significantly correlated with perceptions of cohesion as
correlation values were weak ranging from r = .07 to r = .12, with one exception of Time 2
continuance perceptions of role commitment being significantly correlated with task cohesion at
Time 2 (r = .18, p = .013).
3.2 Main Data Analysis
Affective basis of commitment. A hierarchical multiple regression was used to examine
affective perceptions of commitment at Time 2 as the dependent variable (Table 3). Model one
was represented by entering affective perceptions at Time 1 (β = .68, p < .001) to predict
affective perceptions at Time 2, F(1,185) = 162.56, p < .001. Athlete perceptions of affective
perceptions at Time 1 accounted for 46.5% of the variance at Time 2. In the second step of the
regression, dimensions of cohesion (i.e., task cohesion, social cohesion) were added by the enter
method. Model two represented affective perceptions and cohesion dimensions at Time 1
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Table 1
Summary of Means, SD, and bivariate correlations values for subscale scores on the YSEQ and RCS2 at Time 1 and Time 2.
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
1. ABC

-

.62***

.38***

.37***

.36***

5.95

.86

2. NBC

.77***

-

.40***

.30***

.28***

6.25

.72

3. CBC

.45***

.48***

-

.08

.12

5.07

1.22

4. TC

.50***

.48***

18.**

-

.44***

7.17

1.37

5. SC

.32***

.34***

.11

.45***

-

7.01

1.67

6. M

5.89

6.16

5.31

7.21

6.94

-

-

7. SD

1.00

.79

1.31

1.33

1.73

-

-

Note: ***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05
The upper right quadrant of Table 1 represents Time 1 perceptions while the lower left quadrant represents Time 2.
ABC = affective basis of commitment, NBC = normative basis of commitment, CBC = continuance basis of commitment, TC = task cohesion, SC = social cohesion

ROLE COMMITMENT AND TEAM COHESION

35

Table 2
Bivariate correlations for variables at Time 1 and Time 2 across the sample
ABC_t2

NBC_t2

CBC_t2

TC_t2

SC_t2

ABC

.68***

.53***

.33***

.36***

.34***

NBC

.47***

.60***

.37***

.30***

.24***

CBC

.30***

.32***

.67***

.07

.08

TC

.38***

.37***

.11

.74***

.33***

SC

.24***

.25***

.07

.34***

.81***

Note: ***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05
AC = affective basis of commitment, NC = normative basis of commitment, CC = continuance basis of commitment, TC = task cohesion, SC = social cohesion.
T2 indicates Time 2 perceptions.
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Table 3
Multiple regression summary predicting affective, normative, and continuance perceptions of commitment for all athletes
Regression Model Predictor
Outcome
Step
variable(s) variable
number
1

2

3

β

B

1

ABC (T1)

ABC (T2)

.684***

.759***

Bootstrapped
95% CI
Lower Upper
.672
.918

2

ABC (T1)

ABC (T2)

.647***

.752***

.618

.887

TC (T1)

.170**

.124**

.037

.212

SC (T1)

-.070

-.042

-1.14

.030

Adjusted
R2

df

F change

Significant
F change

.465

1, 185

162.558

.000

.481

2, 183

3.932

.021

1

NBC (T1)

NBC (T2)

.595***

.658***

.529

.787

.350

1, 185

101.168

.000

2

NBC (T1)

NBC (T2)

.529***

.585***

.451

.719

.383

2, 183

5.908

.003

TC (T1)

.202**

.117**

.042

.192

SC (T1)

.014

.007

-.054

.067

1

CBC (T1)

CBC (T2)

.673***

.722***

.606

.838

.449

1,
184a

152.032

.000

2

CBC (T1)

CBC (T2)

.672***

.722***

.605

.839

.448

2, 182

.755

.472

TC (T1)

.073

.069

-.045

.184

TC (T1)

-.047

-.037

-.131

.058

Note: *** p < .001, ** p < .01, * p < .05. Team cohesion dimensions are represented by TC (task cohesion) and SC (social cohesion). Bases of role commitment
(i.e., affective, normative, continuance) are represented by ABC, NBC, and CBC respectively. T1 and T2 denote time points 1 and 2. 1 Mean imputation used to
supplement missing values in the data, however there was 1 case that was missing all 3 items to measure the continuance basis of role commitment so the
researcher could not compute a score. The case was removed from the regression analyzing the continuance basis of commitment reducing the sample of the
regression to 130 athletes.
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predicting affective perceptions at Time 2. The second model explained 48.1% of the variance of
affective perceptions at Time 2, F(2,183) = 3.932, p = .021. The majority of the significance was
accounted for by affective perceptions of commitment at Time 1 (β = .65, p < .001). As well,
task cohesion emerged as a positive predictor of affective perceptions at Time 2 (β = .17, p =
.006) while social cohesion did not (β = -.07, p = .248).
Normative basis of commitment. A second multiple regression was used to examine
perceptions of normative perceptions of commitment at Time 2 as the dependent variable (Table
3). The first model was created by entering perceptions of normative perceptions at Time 1 (β =
.60, p < .001) to predict normative perceptions at Time 2, F(1,185) = 101.17, p < .001.
Normative perceptions at Time 1 predicted 35% of the variance for normative perceptions at
Time 2. The second model represented normative perceptions of commitment and cohesion
dimensions at Time 1 predicting normative perceptions at Time 2. The overall model explained
38.3% of the variance in Time 2 normative perceptions F(2,183) = 5.91, p = .003. Of the
predictor variables, normative perceptions at Time 1 contributed the most to the model (β = .53,
p < .001); however, task cohesion at Time 1 (β = .20, p = .002) also emerged as a significant
predictor of normative perceptions at Time 2 for the sample of 187 athletes. Social cohesion (β =
.01, p = .83) did not significantly predict the normative basis of commitment.
Continuance basis of commitment. A final regression was completed for exploratory
purposes with continuance perceptions of role commitment at Time 2 as the dependent variable
(Table 3). The first model used continuance perceptions at Time 1 (β = .67, p < .001) to predict
continuance perceptions at Time 2, F(1,184) = 152.03, p < .001 that accounted for 44.9% of the
model. Subsequently, the two dimensions of cohesion were added via the enter method in Model
2 (i.e., Time 1 task cohesion and social cohesion were included as additional predictors of
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continuance perceptions of role commitment at Time 2). The model change statistics (Model 2)
were not significant F(2,182) = .755, p = .47, and the predictors accounted for 44.8% of the total
variance for continuance perceptions at Time 2. Continuance perceptions at Time 1 contributed
largely to the model (β = .67, p < .001), while task cohesion (β = .07, p > .05 and social cohesion
(β = -.05, p = .45) at Time 1 did not emerge as predictors of continuance perceptions at Time 2.
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Chapter 4: Discussion
The purpose of this study was to examine one direction of the relationship between
cohesion and role commitment, via the three bases of role commitment, in interdependent youth
sport teams. It was hypothesized that perceptions of cohesion at Time 1 would be able to
positively predict perceptions of both affective and normative bases of commitment at Time 2.
The hypotheses were partially supported as task cohesion significantly predicted both affective
and normative perceptions of commitment (supporting hypotheses 1 and 2). As well, cohesion
was unable to predict continuance perceptions of commitment. The findings of the study will be
discussed in the following sections: bases of role commitment, task and social cohesion,
boundaries and future directions, and implications.
4.1 Bases of role commitment
Affective commitment. Hypothesis 1 (i.e., cohesion would positively predict the
affective basis of commitment) was partially supported as only perceptions of task cohesion at
Time 1 positively predicted affective perceptions of role commitment at Time 2. The first
hypothesis was generated based on previous organizational literature in which researchers
proposed that cohesion was most strongly related to affective perceptions over and above any
other bases of commitment (Allen & Meyer, 1990; Mercurio, 2015). Additionally, group
dynamics researchers suggest a potential relationship between cohesion and affective perceptions
of commitment. For example, cohesion is positively related to important constructs (e.g., ingroup affect) that may influence affective perceptions of commitment in sport (Bruner, Boardley,
& Côté, 2014) and the perceptions an athlete holds about the meaningfulness of his/her role
(Bosselut et al., 2012).
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Despite the support for a relationship between both dimensions of cohesion and affective
perceptions of role commitment, only task cohesion was a significant predictor of affective
perceptions. Task cohesion represents the perceptions an individual holds about the cohesion of
his/her sport team in the context of skill acquisition and performance. In the organizational
context, many task-oriented variables are listed as antecedents to affective perceptions such as
perceptions of human resource practices, company approach to decision making, opportunity for
advancement, and workplace autonomy (Mercurio, 2015; Meyer & Allen, 1991). Similar
suggestions have been made in the sport context as task-oriented antecedents for affective
perceptions of youth athletes include satisfaction with team performance and cohesion
perceptions (Jackson et al., 2014). As many of the potential antecedents of affective perceptions
of role commitment are related to performance, achievement, and competence (i.e., task-oriented
variables), it would be reasonable to assume that the perceptions athletes hold about their team’s
unity in terms of skill development and performance are important for the development of
affective perceptions of role commitment.
Normative basis of commitment. The second hypothesis (i.e., cohesion would
positively predict the normative basis of role commitment) was partially supported as task
cohesion perceptions at Time 1 positively predicted normative perceptions at Time 2. This
relationship is well supported by existing group dynamics literature as researchers suggest that
the more cohesive a team is, the greater influence the team has on its individual members to
follow group norms (Carron & Eys, 2012; Shields, Bredemeier, Gardner, & Boston, 1995). In the
present study it was task cohesion (i.e., perceptions of the group’s unity regarding tactical skills,
team performance, and the pursuit of a team’s goals) that specifically predicted normative
perceptions of role commitment. Researchers have proposed that task cohesion “can be expected
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to emphasize athletes’ interdependencies and shared responsibility for results” (Wolf, Eys,
Sadler, & Kleinert, 2015, p. 497). This quote further supports the results of this study as the
researchers are suggesting that task cohesion can foster obligatory feelings one would have for
doing one’s part by committing to his/her role for the team’s sake (i.e., because he/she feels
he/she ought to).
Continuance basis of commitment. Consistent with the existing literature, perceptions
of task and social cohesion did not significantly predict continuance perceptions of role
commitment (Allen & Meyer 1990, Jackson et al., 2014). Two explanations are offered for why
cohesion may not be related to continuance perceptions. The first is based on the individualistic
nature of continuance perceptions. Continuance perceptions of role commitment derive from
attempting to avoid the perceived costs of not committing to a role, which results in feeling like
one is trapped. Researchers in organizational psychology suggest that continuance perceptions
are promoted by costs such as lack of alternative options, losing attractive benefits, giving up
seniority-based privileges, or disrupting personal relationships (Allen & Meyer, 1990; Meyer &
Allen, 1991). Similar variables can be observed in youth sport (e.g., not having another team to
play for, losing the perks of playing for a specific team, losing status on a team, or disrupting
relationships with parents or coaches). Thus, while disrupting a cohesive group could potentially
add to the perceived costs of leaving a sport team, it is more likely that continuance perceptions
are more individual and situation-focused; in other words, there could be other, more salient
predictors of this perception (Klein et al., 2012). For example, athletes could commit to roles
they do not enjoy because they are waiting for the opportunity for more significant (i.e., higher
status) roles, or they are being pressured by parents to remain on their teams regardless of the
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roles they play (Allen & Meyer, 1990; Jackson et al., 2014). Finally, athletes may be lacking
other physical opportunities to participate in sport at the desired level of competition.
A second speculative reason that cohesion was not a predictor of continuance perceptions
of one’s role could be the context from which the sample of athletes were taken (i.e., semicompetitive recreational leagues). In the previous paragraph, various potential antecedents of
continuance perceptions of role commitment in sport were discussed (e.g., lack of alternative
teams, losing status). These scenarios are common in sport; however, some athletes may be more
prone to experience pressures to accept their roles than others (Eys et al., 2019). For example,
elite youth athletes may be more likely to commit to a role they do not want due to the limited
opportunities to compete at such an intense level of competition. Alternatively, athletes in less
competitive or recreational environments may not experience the same situations as there are
more options for participation (Eys et al., 2019).
4.2 Task and social cohesion
In this study, task cohesion predicted both affective and normative perceptions of role
commitment while social cohesion did not. When attempting to understand why social cohesion
could not predict the bases of role commitment, it is important to consider the multiple sources
for why an athlete may want, need, and/or ought to commit to his/her role. Though roles have an
interdependent quality, Klein and colleagues (2012) propose that one’s perceptions of
commitment are individual in nature. Several alternative contributing variables that could
influence the amount of individual variation of perceptions of role commitment within a team
include the significance of the role, perceptions of the coach, team tenure, role satisfaction, and
role clarity (Benson et al., 2013). Given the information above, it would be logical to suggest that
for the sample of athletes used in this study, other task-related factors (e.g., perceived
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significance of one’s role) may be more salient predictors of perceptions of role commitment
than an individual’s perceptions of the closeness of the relationships between his/her teammates
(i.e., social cohesion).
Another potential reason as to why social cohesion was not a predictor of the three bases
of role commitment could be the design of the RCS2. The Role Commitment Survey for Sport
specifically asks athletes to think about and describe their roles as they pertain to their team’s
performance. Having athletes thinking about their roles in a task context could be emphasizing
the importance of contributing to team performance, and not social aspects of their roles. Benson
and colleagues (2016) suggest that in youth sport contexts, there is a clear distinction between
task and social contexts with little overlap between the two. Consequently, because athletes are
thinking about their commitment to their roles in a task context, it could be possible that they
may not be giving equal consideration to the social context of cohesion and role involvement.
Due to a lack of existing role commitment literature, past role element and cohesion
research could provide insight as to why social cohesion may not influence role commitment.
Within previous research examining the relationships between cohesion and various role
elements it was task cohesion that was regularly related to various elements such as role
acceptance, clarity, and performance (Bosselut, Heuzé, Eys, & Bouthier, 2010; Carron & Eys,
2012; Mellalieu & Juniper, 2006). One exception was a study examining the relationship
between cohesion and role ambiguity in youth athletes. Specifically, researchers found that
perceptions of social cohesion were positively related to two dimensions of role ambiguity
(Bosselut et al., 2012). The discrepancy between this study and other role literature is curious, as
one would expect cohesion to influence various role perceptions in similar ways as many role
elements are related (e.g., role satisfaction, role clarity, and role efficacy; Bray, 1998; Eys et al.,
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2003). Although it could be that social cohesion is important for the communication of role
expectations, it is not necessarily the case that it is equally as important when deciding to commit
to and perform a role. Further, given the literature it could be that in most cases task cohesion
may be more important for role perceptions than social cohesion.
In the group dynamics literature, a common pattern is that social cohesion is an outcome
of team variables such as communication (McLaren & Spink, 2018), motivational climate
(McLaren, Eys, & Murray, 2015), and performance (Filho, Dobsersek, Gershgoren, Becker &
Tenenbaum, 2014). Perhaps a reason why social cohesion is not consistently related to role
elements and is commonly an outcome of other team variables is that social experiences are not
consistently available within team sport contexts as task cohesion. This could be due to the fact
that social cohesion does not emerge the same way as task cohesion. Specifically, social
cohesion may only be salient in environments where athletes spend a substantial amount of time
together. For example, it may be that an intercollegiate sport team has opportunities to spend
multiple hours a day together on a regular basis, and consequently be more easily influenced by
the relationships they have with their teammates, as opposed to youth sport athletes who may
practice with their teammates only three days a week. Alternatively, the nature of sport is to
compete with others to execute skills and perform as a team. Therefore, task cohesion may be a
salient variable for sport experience regardless of how frequently a team interacts.
4.3 Boundaries of the current thesis and future directions
It is critical to assess and address the limitations and boundaries that may have potentially
influenced the results of the current research study. For example, the present study offers some
insight into the relationship between perceptions of the bases of role commitment and cohesion
in youth sport and there should be an attempt to replicate these results. Replicating these results
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is important as it would provide additional support for the long speculated relationship between
team cohesion and role commitment in sport. This study has a number of barriers, which are
discussed in the following paragraphs along with suggestions for future research directions.
Theoretical considerations. The purpose of the present research was to determine
whether dimensions of cohesion could predict the three bases of role commitment. This study
was a preliminary examination of potential antecedents of role commitment; as such, its focus
was very narrow. Although this study only examined the influence of cohesion on the
development of an individual's perceptions of his/her role, there is evidence to suggest that the
relationship between these two constructs is actually reciprocal in nature (Benson et al., 2013;
Bray et al., 2002; Carron & Eys, 2012; Eys et al., 2019). The way in which these constructs
emerge, interact, and influence other team constructs (e.g., teamwork) could provide important
information concerning the development of team structure and team outcomes (e.g.,
performance; Carron & Eys, 2012). Future studies should explore the reciprocity and emergence
of the cohesion-role commitment relationship to gain an understanding as to which construct
emerges first and how they may collectively effect overall team functioning.
Further, role commitment is conceptualized as an individual-level perception (Eys et al.,
2019), meaning that athletes will develop their own rationale (e.g., motivations, attitudes, and
expectations) for deciding if they will ultimately commit to their roles. Team cohesion is only
one of the many proposed antecedents of role commitment in sport (e.g., perceived significance
of role, role satisfaction, team tenure; Benson et al., 2013). As discussed in the previous
paragraphs, these potential antecedents may be more salient in predicting role commitment via
the three bases of role commitment. Another suggestion for future research is to consider
collecting data regarding a number of potential antecedents of role commitment to examine the
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saliency of each in predicting the three bases of role commitment in sport and how these
potential antecedents may vary in adult and youth populations. As well, the three bases of role
commitment are not mutually exclusive. Consequently, athletes can hold any combination of
affective, normative, and/or continuance perceptions about their roles at once in varying degrees
of intensity which is referred to as a commitment profile (Meyer & Allen, 1991). An athlete’s
commitment profile can potentially influence outcomes of role commitment in sport depending
on the athlete (e.g., effort, competence, satisfaction). As such, researchers exploring the
antecedents of role commitment should also consider the resulting commitment profiles and how
the different commitment profiles influence proposed outcomes of role commitment.
Sample considerations. Data were collected from 187 team sport youth athletes across
south-west Ontario. It would be reasonable to suggest that the results interpreted from the sample
of this study could be generalizable for youth engaging in semi-competitive team sports across
Canada or similar westernized cultures across North America. However, these results may not be
generalizable across all youth sport populations due to the distinct differences in cultural
characteristics (e.g., norms, values, beliefs; Schinke, Hanrahan, & Catina, 2009). These crossculture differences have the potential to influence constructs such as team cohesion and role
commitment. For example, Schinke and colleagues suggest that cultural differences can
influence an athletes’ motivation to play sport, goal-directed behaviours, normative expectations,
and behaviours. The expectations an athlete holds about his/her role can have important in
implications for both role experiences and perceptions of team cohesion (Benson, Eys, & Irving,
2016). As such researchers should begin to examine the influence of cultural characteristics on
group dynamics in youth sport to better understand the needs of athletes who come from
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different cultures and how these effect important team constructs (e.g., cohesion, role
commitment).
A second shortcoming of the present research was the wide age range of participants.
Developmental psychologists have constructed a plethora of literature concerning children as
they age and the changes they experience in how they perceive and depend on those around them
(Rubin et al., 2006). The age range of the sample in the study was 12-19 years old. Seven years
is a significant amount of time for children to develop psychologically, physically, and socially.
Therefore, it is important to examine whether the nature of the relationship between, and
perceptions of, the three bases of role commitment and cohesion change across age groups used
in this study.
A final consideration concerns the competition level of the sample. Only “rep” level
teams (semi-competitive leagues) were recruited from the youth sport organizations. Though
data were collected in a semi-competitive environment, 95.7% of the sample reported receiving
regular playing time. Future studies should attempt to collect from both elite and recreational
youth sport contexts to see if perceptions of the bases of role commitment vary between groups
(e.g., prevalence of the continuance basis of role commitment; Eys et al., 2019). For example,
researchers could explore changes in the three bases of role commitment perceptions in
environments where playing time is more difficult to attain. A similar example would be to
examine if constructs like role commitment are as salient in recreational youth sport
environments as they are in more competitive contexts.
Methodological considerations. The present study used self-report questionnaires to
collect perceptions of cohesion and the three bases of role commitment at two time points within
a youth sport season. Self-report questionnaires have been instrumental in supplying the field of
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group dynamics with empirical evidence to support and develop various constructs and their
relationships (Farrell & Peterson, 2010). However, survey research is far from perfect as it has
been suggested that using surveys can impose a number of potential issues (e.g., social
desirability bias, lack of effort when answering questions; Kronsnick, 1999). The integrity of a
self-report measure is heavily reliant on how athletes respond to the questions asked. If athletes
do not make an effortful attempt to understand and answer questions, or answer questions in
ways that make them look more socially acceptable (i.e., social desirability bias), the integrity of
the data may be questionable (Jann, Krumpal, & Wolfer, 2019). Future researchers are
encouraged to address these concerns by finding alternative methods to measure perceptions of
psychological constructs such as cohesion and role commitment (Eys & Brawley, 2018). Salas,
Grossman, Hughes, and Coultas (2015), for example, list some potential alternative methods of
collecting cohesion data (e.g., sociometric badges, physiological metrics, content analysis).
Using alternative methods of data collection could be very useful for group dynamics
researchers, but only if it is complementary to the current, validated self-report measures. Simply
developing different techniques to measure group dynamics constructs could be confusing and
counter-productive for researchers (Eys & Brawley, 2018). New methods of data collection that
are convergent with existing valid measures of cohesion and role perceptions can complement
current research in a way that removes some potential for human error and bias while keeping
participant demand minimal.
For the last several years there has been a call for longitudinal research in the field of
group dynamics (Bosselut et al., 2012; Eys & Brawley, 2018; Santoro et al., 2015). In an attempt
to move towards longitudinal research, a two-time point approach was used in the study. A twotime point approach offers researchers more information than cross-sectional research (e.g.,
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directionality of relationships; Bosselut et al., 2012), however, this approach also has its
limitations.
One limitation for this study was that the time of season during which data were collected
varied from team to team. Consequently, there is limited degree to which the temporal
importance of these constructs can be discussed. There is some speculation in the literature
concerning when, over the course of the season, team cohesion and role commitment are likely
to emerge and how that timing effects team development and processes (Arrow et al., 2004).
Two-time point data collection also restricts the degree to which researchers can explore or
examine the emergence and stability of constructs such as the three bases of role commitment
and cohesion over the course of a season. Finally, not all athletes who participated in the study
were included in the final analysis due to lack of retention, which may have influenced the
results of the study. The rate of attrition in the study was 29.1%. Though that is nearly one third
of the initial sample, this is not uncommon in two-time point research as Bosselut and colleagues
(2012) had an attrition rate of 34%. To surpass these limitations, future researchers should aim to
design and execute better longitudinal studies that collect data regularly at multiple time points
over the course of an athletic season. Researchers should also attempt to refine methods of data
collection that improve participation rates of self-report research so to not lose valuable data
throughout the study (e.g., Web-based surveys; Farrell & Petersen, 2010).
Another advantage of longitudinal research is the ability to examine multiple variables
and how they interact over the course of a season. The present study only examined one portion
of the framework for role commitment in sport (Eys et al., 2019). Consequently, there is limited
information regarding how perceptions of cohesion may directly or indirectly influence an
athlete’s degree of actual commitment to his/her role as well as potential outcomes of role
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commitment fostered by normative perceptions. To address this limitation, it is suggested that
future studies expand focus to consider the whole framework for role commitment in sport.
Researchers should consider a study design that allows for a complete examination of the
framework for Role Commitment in Sport that takes into account potential antecedents (e.g.,
cohesion, significance of role; Benson et al., 2013), moderators (e.g., practice time; Eys et al.,
2019), and outcomes (e.g., performance, effort, satisfaction; Eys et al., 2019; Meyer et al,. 2002).
Testing conceptual frameworks is crucial in creating realistic theory that can be used to enhance
research efforts and intervention techniques.
4.4 Implications
The present study serves as only the second study to empirically examine the three bases
of role commitment in sport, and the first to quantitatively examine a potential antecedent of the
bases of role commitment. Though the study has its limitations, the results discussed may have
both theoretical and practical implications. The results of this study offer some insight into the
relationship between cohesion and role commitment. Specifically, one can suggest that task
cohesion may actually be an antecedent to the development of team structure in youth sport.
These findings support previous qualitative researchers who have proposed cohesion as an
antecedent to role commitment in sport (Benson et al., 2013; Bray et al., 2002; Carron & Eys,
2012). As well, the present study took an important first step toward understanding how
antecedents such as cohesion may influence role commitment via the three bases of role
commitment. This research contributes to the understanding of how perceptions of cohesion
influence important ancillary mindsets held by athletes which may, in turn, influence the
development of role commitment in youth sport.
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Understanding team perceptions can offer valuable information concerning constructs
that could be important when trying to promote long-term physical activity adherence through
team sport. For example, role commitment was found to be related to cognitive intentions to
return to sport in intercollegiate athletes (Eys et al., 2019). However, due to the potentially
important social, cognitive, and emotional differences between youth and adult athletes (Rubin et
al., 2006), researchers have suggested that the conclusions and observations made about teams
and related constructs from research on adult populations should not be assumed to be the same
for youth (Eys & Brawley, 2018). The present research conducted with youth athletes offers
some valuable insight into youth role perceptions and the importance of social influence on the
development of perceptions regarding one’s role that could, in turn, have implications for longterm sport participation (Eys & Brawley, 2018). In particular, youth athletes who have high
perceptions of task cohesion can develop increased perceptions of affective and normative
perceptions of role commitment.
From a practical standpoint, the conclusions made from this study could lead one to
suggest that coaches and sport psychologists should promote task cohesion perceptions as a
means of fostering affective and normative perceptions of role commitment among athletes on a
sport team. However, there are a number of variables that should be considered before
implementing such an intervention. Eys and colleagues (2019) conceptualize affective,
normative, and continuance perceptions of one’s role as antecedent bases that should predict role
commitment. The degree to which an individual experiences each of these ancillary mindsets is
reliant on a number of different variables. Those who have increased affective perceptions
commit to their roles because they want to out of desire and emotional attachment which could
have relatively positive effects on the athlete (e.g., increased effort and satisfaction; Eys et al.,
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2019). Athletes holding normative perceptions will commit to a role regardless of whether they
like or want to be in the role, because they feel as though they ought to. Committing to a role
simply out of feelings of obligation could have a negative influence on variables such as athlete
satisfaction. As such, it is important to be mindful that by targeting task cohesion, athletes could
develop perceptions of solely affective perceptions, normative perceptions, or both at the same
time. It would be difficult for coaches and consultants to predict which bases of role commitment
will be influenced and how. To avoid potentially negative outcomes derived from normative
perceptions of role commitment, professionals should consider including additional components
to the intervention. For example, coaches could use other tactics (e.g., build athlete competence
and foster meaningful relationships with athletes; Ullrich-French & Smith, 2009) to promote
continued sport participation and enrich athlete sport experience to overcome any potential
dissatisfaction with roles.
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Conclusion
Role commitment is “a dynamic and volitional psychological bond reflected in the
dedication to and responsibility for one’s role” (Eys et al., 2019, p. 9). Research on role
commitment in sport is in its infancy; however, there is already evidence to support the
importance of the construct for team and individual functioning (Benson et al., 2013; Carron &
Eys, 2012). For example, Eys and colleagues found that high perceptions of role commitment
were related to increased intentions to return to sport the following season. Given the important
behavioural, cognitive, and affective outcomes of role commitment, there is a need to understand
the circumstances that foster the development of role commitment in sport. Accordingly, the
main objective of the present study was to determine whether perceptions of team cohesion could
predict the three ancillary mindsets (i.e., affective, normative, and continuance bases of
commitment) that are antecedent to role commitment within youth interdependent sport.
The main data analysis consisted of three hierarchical regressions and revealed that task
cohesion was a significant predictor of both the affective and normative bases of role
commitment. Further, perceptions of task and social cohesion were not predictors of the
continuance basis of role commitment. Points were made in the discussion that suggested that
though role commitment has an interdependent component (e.g., normative perceptions predicted
by task cohesion), it is a very individualistic construct reflected in the affective (...want to) and
continuance (...have to) bases of role commitment. It was also purported that task cohesion may
be more salient than social cohesion in youth interdependent sport. The practical implications of
this study suggested that coaches could increase perceptions of task cohesion to foster role
commitment via affective and normative perceptions of role commitment. However, those
implementing the intervention need to be weary of the various effects that normative perceptions
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can have on individual’s as not all of them are positive (e.g., decreased satisfaction).
Accordingly, coaches should complement such interventions with strategies to ensure positive
sport experiences for all athletes.
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Glossary
Affective basis of role commitment: commitment due to strong identification and attachment to
the target (i.e., want to; Eys, Beauchamp, Godfrey, Dawson, Loughead, & Schinke, 2019,
p. 10).
Cohesion: is an emergent state reflected in the tendency for a group to stick together and remain
united in pursuit of its instrumental objectives and/or for the satisfaction of member
affective needs (Carron, Brawley, & Widmeyer, 1998, p. 213).
Continuance basis of role commitment: commitment to the target due to the perceived
substantive costs of not being committed (i.e., have to; Eys, Beauchamp, Godfrey,
Dawson, Loughead, & Schinke, 2019, p. 10).
Normative basis of role commitment: commitment to the target due to obligation and
normative pressures (i.e., ought to; Eys, Beauchamp, Godfrey, Dawson, Loughead, &
Schinke, 2019, p. 10).
Role: the set of prescriptions defining what the behavior of a position member should be (Biddle
& Thomas, 1966, p. 29).
Role Acceptance: a dynamic, covert process that reflects the degree to which an athlete is willing to
fulfill the role responsibilities expected of him/her. (Benson, Eys, Surya, Dawson, &

Schneider, 2013).
Role Ambiguity: a lack of clear, consistent information about one’s role (Kahn et al., 1964).
Role Commitment: as a dynamic and volitional psychological bond reflected in the dedication
to and responsibility for one’s role (Eys, Beauchamp, Godfrey, Dawson, Loughead, &
Schinke, 2019, p. 9)
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Role Conflict: when an individual experiences two or more role pressures concurrently and
acting in accords with one pressure may make it difficult to comply with the other (Kahn
et al., 1964, p. 19).
Role Efficacy: refers to team members’ beliefs about their capabilities to carry out
interdependent formal role functions (Bray, Brawley, & Carron, 2002, p. 235).
Role Element: The affective, behavioural, and cognitive aspects of athletes’ responses to role
expectations (Eys et al., 2006).
Role Performance: a behavioural role element that is the physical execution of one’s role
responsibilities (Eys et al., 2006).
Role Transmission: The process of communicating role expectations (Eys et al., 2006).
Role Satisfaction: a pleasurable emotional state resulting from one’s [role] as fulfilling or
allowing the fulfillment of one’s important [role] values (Locke & Dunnette, 1976, p.
1342).
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Appendix A: Demographic Questionnaire
Wilfrid Laurier
University

Founded 1911
Demographic Questionnaire
Ethnic diversity and individual/team outcomes
Researchers: Michael Godfrey, Ph.D. Candidate and Taylor Coleman, MKin Student
Supervisor: Dr. Mark Eys, Ph.D.

PERSONAL DETAILS
Sport: ________________

Position: ______________
_______

Number of years playing experience in this sport:

How many years have you played recreational/competitive sports (including the current year)?
_________
How many years have you played for this club/organization (including the current year)?
__
How many games have you played so far this season? _________
Please indicate which of the following best describes your current playing status this year:
Starting Player
Do not typically start but consistently substituted in to play
Do not typically compete in matches but dressed to play
Practice player
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***IMPORTANT: So that your data can be anonymous, please generate a unique Identifier Code
below. Please use the first two letters of your mother’s first name and the day date that you
were born. For example: if your mother’s name is Wendy and you were born on September 25,
2004 then your unique Identifier Code would be: WE25
PLEASE INDICATE YOUR UNIQUE IDENTIFIER HERE: ________________
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Appendix B: Youth Sport Environment Questionnaire
The following questions ask about your feelings toward your team. Please CIRCLE a number
from 1 to 9 to show how much you agree with each statement.
1.

We all share the same commitment to our team’s goals.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Strongly Disagree

2.

Strongly Agree

I invite my teammates to do things with me.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Strongly Disagree

3.

Strongly Agree

As a team, we are all on the same page.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Strongly Disagree

4.

Strongly Agree

Some of my best friends are on this team.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Strongly Disagree

5.

Strongly Agree

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Strongly Disagree

9
Strongly Agree

We hang out with one another whenever possible.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Strongly Disagree

8.

9

I do not get along with the members of my team.
1

7.

9

I like the way we work together as a team.
1

6.

9

9
Strongly Agree

As a team, we are united.
1
Strongly Disagree

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9
Strongly Agree
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9.

I contact my teammates often (phone, text message, internet).
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Strongly Disagree

10.

Strongly Agree

This team gives me enough opportunities to improve my own performance.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Strongly Disagree

11.

Strongly Agree

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Strongly Disagree

Strongly Agree

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Strongly Disagree

9
Strongly Agree

My approach to playing is the same as my teammates.
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Strongly Disagree

17.

9

We stick together outside of practice.
1

16.

9

I am happy with my team’s level of desire to win.
1

15.

9

I am going to keep in contact with my teammates after the season ends.
1

14.

9

Our team does not work well together.
1

13.

9

I spend time with my teammates.
1

12.

9

9
Strongly Agree

We contact each other often (phone, text message, internet).
1

2

Strongly Disagree

3

4

5

6

7

8

9
Strongly Agree
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18.

We like the way we work together as a team.
1

2

Strongly Disagree

3

4

5

6

7

8

9
Strongly Agree
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Appendix C: Role Commitment Survey for Sport (Part A)

This questionnaire is designed to assess your perceptions of your role on your team. There are
no right or wrong answers so please give your immediate reaction and base your responses on
how you think and feel about things at this point in the season. Some of the questions may
seem repetitive but please answer ALL questions. Your honest answers are very important to us.

Each player on a sport team has a specific role to carry out. Your ROLE is your package of
jobs and responsibilities within your team. Your ROLE is combined with your team-mates’
roles to create effective team systems and is comprised of the functions or responsibilities that
you perform (on both offence and defence) within your team. Please describe your role on
your team as it pertains to the team’s performance:

________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________

Please answer the following questions as they pertain to the role you described in the box above.

________________________________________________________________
1.

I would feel guilty if I did not attempt my role responsibilities.
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
________________________________________________________________
Strongly
Disagree
Somewhat
Neutral
Somewhat
Agree
Strongly
Disagree
Disagree
Agree
Agree

________________________________________________________________

2.

I am enthusiastic about my role.
1
2
3
Strongly
Disagree
Somewhat
Disagree
Disagree
My team deserves my loyalty.
1
2
3
Strongly
Disagree
Somewhat
Disagree
Disagree

4
Neutral

5
Somewhat
Agree

6
Agree

7
Strongly
Agree

4
Neutral

5
Somewhat
Agree

6
Agree

7
Strongly
Agree

6
Agree

7
Strongly
Agree

3.

4.

The role I fulfill on this team has a great deal of personal meaning to me.
1
2
3
4
5
Strongly
Disagree
Somewhat
Neutral
Somewhat
Disagree
Disagree
Agree
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5.

I would be letting others down if I did not attempt to fulfil my role responsibilities.
1
2
3
4
5
Strongly
Disagree
Somewhat
Neutral
Somewhat
Disagree
Disagree
Agree
I feel proud to occupy my role on this team.
1
2
3
Strongly
Disagree
Somewhat
Disagree
Disagree

6
Agree

7
Strongly
Agree

6.

4
Neutral

5
Somewhat
Agree

6
Agree

7
Strongly
Agree

4
Neutral

5
Somewhat
Agree

6
Agree

7
Strongly
Agree

6
Agree

7
Strongly
Agree

6
Agree

7
Strongly
Agree

10. My involvement in sport would be disrupted if I decided to reject this role.
1
2
3
4
5
Strongly
Disagree
Somewhat
Neutral
Somewhat
Disagree
Disagree
Agree

6
Agree

7
Strongly
Agree

11. I am proud to tell others about the role I occupy on this team.
1
2
3
4
Strongly
Disagree
Somewhat
Neutral
Disagree
Disagree

5
Somewhat
Agree

6
Agree

7
Strongly
Agree

Rejecting my role would cause too many problems for me.
1
2
3
4
Strongly
Disagree
Somewhat
Neutral
Disagree
Disagree

5
Somewhat
Agree

6
Agree

7
Strongly
Agree

13. I have a sense of obligation to my team.
1
2
3
Strongly
Disagree
Somewhat
Disagree
Disagree

5
Somewhat
Agree

6
Agree

7
Strongly
Agree

7.

I have a sense of personal obligation to my role.
1
2
3
Strongly
Disagree
Somewhat
Disagree
Disagree
8.

Attempting to change my role would cause problems for my team.
1
2
3
4
5
Strongly
Disagree
Somewhat
Neutral
Somewhat
Disagree
Disagree
Agree

9.

This role really inspires the very best in me.
1
2
3
Strongly
Disagree
Somewhat
Disagree
Disagree

4
Neutral

5
Somewhat
Agree

12.

4
Neutral
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Appendix D: REB Approval

April 27, 2018
Dear Michael Godfrey
REB # 5692
Project, "Examining the influence of ethnic diversity on group cohesion and individual outcomes
in youth sport"
REB Clearance Issued:April 27, 2018
REB Expiry / End Date: June 30, 2019
The Research Ethics Board of Wilfrid Laurier University has reviewed the above proposal and
determined that the proposal is ethically sound. If the research plan and methods should change
in a way that may bring into question the project's adherence to acceptable ethical norms, please
submit a "Request for Ethics Clearance of a Revision or Modification" form for approval before
the changes are put into place. This form can also be used to extend protocols past their expiry
date, except in cases where the project is more than four years old. Those projects require a
new REB application. Please note that you are responsible for obtaining any further approvals
that might be required to complete your project. Laurier REB approval will automatically
expire when one's employment ends at Laurier. If any participants in your research project have a
negative experience (either physical, psychological or emotional) you are required to submit an
"Adverse Events Form" within 24 hours of the event. You must complete the
online "Annual/Final Progress Report on Human Research Projects" form annually and upon
completion of the project. ROMEO will automatically keeps track of these annual reports for
you. When you have a report due within 30 days (and/or an overdue report) it will be listed under
the 'My Reminders' quick link on your ROMEO home screen; the number in brackets next to
'My Reminders' will tell you how many reports need to be submitted. Protocols with overdue
annual reports will be marked as expired. Further the REB has been requested to notify Research
Finance when an REB protocol, tied to a funding account has been marked as expired. In such
cases Research Finance will immediately freeze funding tied to this account.
All the best for the successful completion of your project. (Useful links: ROMEO Login
Screen ; REB Students Webpage; REB Connect Webpage)

Yours sincerely,

Robert Basso, PhD Chair, University Research Ethics Board Wilfrid Laurier University
Rosemary A. McGowan, PhD Vice-Chair, University Research Ethics Board Wilfrid
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Laurier University
Jayne Kalmar, PhD Vice-Chair, University Research Ethics Board
Wilfrid Laurier University
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Appendix E: Recruitment Email (Youth Sport Organization)
Wilfrid Laurier
University

Founded 1911
Recruitment Email
Ethnic diversity and individual/team outcomes4
Researchers: Taylor Coleman, MKin Student and Michael Godfrey, Ph.D. Candidate
Supervisor: Dr. Mark Eys, Ph.D.
Hi (insert name),
My name is Taylor Coleman and I am a Masters Student in Kinesiology and Physical
Education at Wilfrid Laurier University working in collaboration with Michael Godfrey Ph.D.
candidate in Kinesiology and Physical Education at Wilfrid Laurier University. Generally
speaking, our research focuses on cultural diversity in sport and the influence it has on both team
(e.g., cohesion) and individual outcomes (e.g., retention/participation). That said, Michael has
recently received funding from the Sun Life Financial Centre for Physically Active Communities
for a research project examining ethnic diversity and social inclusion through sport. As such, I
am contacting you to see if athletes from your club may be interested in helping me out with my
study. I have provided a brief description of the study below:
The purpose of the current study is to understand how ethnic diversity influences team
cohesion and important individual outcomes (e.g., satisfaction) in a youth sport context. Athlete
participation will involve reading and completing the letter of informed consent (5 minutes) and
filling out a brief questionnaire package (10-15 minutes) at 2 time points during the summer
(separated by approximately 1 month). The Time 1 questionnaire will ask for information
regarding athletes’ demographic characteristics (e.g., ethnicity, age, gender), perceptions of their
team as a whole, their roles, and their intentions to play the following season. One month later,
athletes will be asked to fill out the same questionnaire package in order for us to better
understand if and how these perceptions change over time. Finally, 1 year later, athletes will be
asked to complete a demographic questionnaire to assess athlete retention. Approximately 500
athletes will be recruited for this project.
Participation in this study is completely voluntary and athletes may decline to participate
without penalty. Athletes may also withdraw from the study at any time without consequence. If
an athlete withdraws from the study, every attempt will be made to remove his/her data from the
study and have them destroyed.
Do you think this project might be of interest to your athletes? If so, feel free to send me an
email with any additional questions you may have. Thank you in advance, and I look forward to
hearing from you.
Sincerely,
Taylor.
4

The data for the present study on role commitment and team cohesion was collected in tandem with second project
lead by Ph.D. candidate Michael Godfrey, therefore the titles are those of the project that were submitted for ethics.
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Taylor Coleman, BSc
Masters Student in Kinesiology
Dept. of KPE
Wilfrid Laurier University, Waterloo, ON
cole2970@mylaurier.ca
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Appendix F: Oral script (athletes)
Hello everyone,
Thank you very much for having me here.
My name is Taylor Coleman, I am a Master student studying sport psychology at Wilfrid Laurier
University.
We have a research study that looks at how you feel about your team and how you feel about
playing this sport in general. It would be very much appreciated if you could fill out a
questionnaire that will help me conduct this study. The questionnaire will ask about some
individual characteristics and also about your sport experiences. It will take about 10-15 minutes
to complete.
If you participate, please know that we do not ask your personal information like your name, so
no one will be able to see how you responded to the questionnaire. This is completely voluntary,
which means that there is no penalty if you do not want to participate. Even after you started to
fill out the questionnaire, if you do not want to participate anymore, you can stop at any time.
You can also skip questions that you do not want to answer. Please note, if you are under the age
of 16 you will be required to have your parents sign a consent form prior to participating in this
study.
Please let me know if you have any questions, and I would be happy to help you out.
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Appendix G: Letter of Informed Consent

Wilfrid Laurier
University

Founded 1911

Informed consent
Ethnic diversity and individual/team outcomes
Researchers: Michael Godfrey, Ph.D. Candidate and Taylor Coleman, MKin Student
Supervisor: Dr. Mark Eys, Ph.D.
INFORMATION
You are invited to participate in a research study. The purpose of the study is to understand how
ethnic diversity influences team cohesion and important individual outcomes (e.g., satisfaction)
in a youth sport context. This study is being conducted by Michael Godfrey (Ph.D. Candidate,
Department of Kinesiology and Physical Education), Taylor Coleman (Master’s Student,
Department of Kinesiology and Physical Education), and Mark Eys (Ph.D., Departments of
Kinesiology/Physical Education and Psychology).
Your participation in this study involves reading and completing the letter of informed consent (5
minutes) and filling out a brief questionnaire package (10-15 minutes) at 2 time points during the
spring/summer that will be separated by approximately 1 month. Subsequently, 1 year later you
will be asked to provide demographic information that will be used to assess participation rates.
The Time 1 questionnaire will ask for information regarding your demographic characteristics
(e.g., ethnicity, gender), your perceptions of your team as a whole, your perceptions of your role,
and your intentions to play next year. One month later, you will be asked to fill out same
questionnaire package in order for us to better understand if and how these perceptions change
over time. Approximately 500 athletes will be recruited for this project.
RISKS
There are minimal psychological or emotional risks associated with this study including boredom
and confusion; each of which will be minimized to the best of the researchers’ ability. Your
information will remain confidential as no identifying personal information (e.g., your name,
team’s name) will be collected. There are no anticipated physiological risks. Please feel free to
contact Michael Godfrey, Taylor Coleman, Mark Eys, or the WLU research office (see contact
information below) in the event that you have concerns/questions.
BENEFITS
As a participant in this study, you will contribute to the development of knowledge in sport
psychology and group dynamics. This study will better our understanding of how ethnic diversity
influences both group (e.g., cohesion) and individual (e.g., satisfaction) outcomes. As such, this
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study will serve as a starting point for examining ethnic diversity in a youth sport context that
will lead to more practical implications (e.g., help coaches work with athletes of diverse ethnic
backgrounds more effectively maximizing athlete participation and retention). If you wish to
obtain a summary of the final results, you may provide your contact information (see below for
details).
CONFIDENTIALITY
In order to ensure confidentiality of your responses, only Michael Godfrey, Taylor Coleman, and
Mark Eys will have access to the data. All electronic data will be stored on a password protected
external hard drive (i.e., computer files) and all hardcopy data (questionnaires, informed consent
forms) will be locked in a filing cabinet in the Group Dynamics and Physical Activity
Laboratory (NC-120) at Wilfrid Laurier University, and will be shredded and destroyed as of
August 30th, 2023 by Michael Godfrey. All identifying information (i.e., e-mail address that will
be provided by participants who are interested in receiving a study summary) will be stored on a
password-protected computer or in a locked filing cabinet in the Group Dynamics and Physical
Activity Laboratory (NC-120) and will be deleted or destroyed by Michael Godfrey on August
30th, 2019. Participants will have the opportunity to provide their e-mail address below.
CONTACT
If you have questions at any time about the study or the procedures, (or you experience adverse
effects as a result of participating in this study) you may contact the researchers, Michael
Godfrey, Ph.D. Candidate, Department of Kinesiology/Physical Education, Wilfrid Laurier
University, Waterloo, ON, N2L 3C5, Tel: 519-884-0710 x3691, godf3150@mylaurier.ca or
Taylor Coleman, Master’s Student, Department of Kinesiology/Physical Education, Wilfrid
Laurier University, Waterloo, ON, N2L 3C5, Tel: 519-884-0710 x3691, cole2970@mylaurier.ca.
Alternatively, you may contact Mark Eys (supervisor), Ph.D., Departments of
Kinesiology/Physical Education and Psychology, Wilfrid Laurier University, Waterloo, ON,
N2L 3C5, Tel: 519-884-0710 x4157, meys@wlu.ca. This project has been reviewed and
approved by the University Research Ethics Board (REB#5692). If you feel you have not been
treated according to the descriptions in this form, or your rights as a participant in research have
been violated during the course of this project, you may contact Dr. Robert Basso, Chair,
University Research Ethics Board, Wilfrid Laurier University, (519) 884-1970, extension 4994
or rbasso@wlu.ca.
PARTICIPATION
Your participation in this study is voluntary; you may decline to participate without penalty. If
you decide to participate, you may withdraw from the study at any time without penalty. If you
withdraw from the study, every attempt will be made to remove your data from the study, and
have them destroyed. You have the right to omit any question(s)/procedure(s) you choose.
FEEDBACK AND PUBLICATION
The results of this study are anticipated to be communicated at academic conferences and within
written publications. If you would like a summary of the results or publications, please feel free
to contact the lead researcher (Michael Godfrey, godf3150@mylaurier.ca).
CONSENT
“I have read and understand the above information. I have received a copy of this form. I agree
to participate in this study.”
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Participant's signature ____________________________________ Date _________________
Investigator's signature ____________________________________Date _________________
PARENTAL CONSENT (IF PARTICIPANT IS UNDER THE AGE OF 16)
“I have read and understand the above information. I have received a copy of this form. I agree
to allow my son/daughter to participate in this study.”
Parent/Guardian signature ________________________________Date ____________________
If you would like to receive a general copy of the results of the study upon completion, please
record your e-mail or home address here:
_____________________________________________________________________________

